the prices of essential goods rose 131 percent in Moscow and more than 150 percent in Petrograd.4 Historians have chronicled the suffering engendered by the shortages of supplies and escalating prices. By December 1915 in Petrograd, for example, "women had to stand in line for hours in subzero weather to buy pitifully small quantities of sugar and flour"; within a year of the war's outbreak the "desperate search for scarce supplies of fuel and comestibles at soaring prices became an insufferable feature of everyday life."5 We know that the resulting discontent eroded support for an autocracy that sent men off to war and failed to provide for the people. Not long after the events themselves, Leon Trotsky described the connection between hunger and discontent in characteristically trenchant terms: "From criticism the masses pass over to action. Their indignation finds expression first of all in food disturbances, sometimes rising to the height of local riots."6
Yet despite the proliferation of scholarship on the social history of the revolution, the substance and character of consumer disaffection during the war years have received virtually no sustained scholarly attention. During the past two decades, students of the Russian Revolution have turned away from elites to explore the genesis and development of the revolutionary process from below and in settings other than the cities of Moscow and Saint Petersburg, and they have begun to attend to women workers and to the issue of gender as a factor in working-class identity.7 Nevertheless, they have found it difficult to shift the focus away from the workplace and onto other sites of social expression and identity formation, or to ask not only about scarcity and deprivation but also about the meanings ordinary women and men attached to these experiences.8 In this article I will look closely at subsistence riots. While they were neither as numerous nor as influential as the work-related actions that have claimed so much attention from historians, they do cast fresh light on the frame of mind and aspirations of Russia's lower classes and on the determinants and evolution of lower-class women's attitudes toward the state, about which we still know remarkably little. Because one of my concerns is the nature and evolution of popular opposition to autocracy, the article will end with the February revolution and the fall of the tsar, although popular dissatisfaction over subsistence issues most certainly continued thereafter.9
In a pioneering article published in 1993, to which this article is very much indebted, the Russian historian Iurii Kir'ianov first drew attention to the extensiveness of subsistence riots in Russia during the war years and to the leading role women played in them. Sifting through archives and published materials, Kir'ianov uncovered dozens of acts of popular protest. In these "bazaar disorders," "hunger riots," "pogroms," and "women's riots" (bab'i bunty), people clashed with traders and shopowners over the price and availability of goods. In his article, Kir'ianov focuses on subsistence riots in which the actors were primarily, although not necessarily exclusively, members of the working class-either workers themselves or members of their families-riots in which, as he puts it, "the influence of the worker's milieu ... was unquestionable." He contends that while subsistence riots were an elemental and spontaneous form of social protest, aimed at those deemed most directly responsible 8This may be why even such sensitive and careful historians as Koenker and Rosenberg have misread changes in the popular mood during 1917, attributing to the events of that year a level of female militance and degree of anger over the gap between the privileged and the needy that, I will argue, was evident at least two years earlier. "Indirect evidence suggests that women were becoming mobilized for activism in 1917 to a far greater extent than ever before in Russia, despite the obstacles of their own traditional deference to authority and the lack of attention paid them by male organizers. Women played an important role in food disorders and other urban episodes of protest beginning with the February strikes and continuing in the street disorders in Moscow in late summer and early fall" (Koenker and Rosenberg, p. 315; emphasis added). for popular deprivation, they were significant because they attracted to the struggle against merchants, the government, and the war, sectors of society that had never before taken action. Thus, the riots both reflected and contributed to the larger crisis engulfing Russian society.10
The argument I will pursue here does not fundamentally challenge Kir'ianov's thesis, but it does shift the emphasis away from the working class as such. While it is rarely possible to establish with precision the social identity-or, more commonly, identities-of all participants in subsistence riots, the actors who are identified in accounts and who figure in this essay are workers, male and female, and the wives of workers; the wives and mothers of soldiers; and peasants, male and female. Because one of my points is the extent to which the boundaries separating members of the industrial working class from these other groups had dissolved in the cauldron of war, I will sometimes group these disparate but related groups together under the labels "lower classes" and "popular classes."11 I want to explore, in greater depth than Kir'ianov, the language and mode of popular resistance, and to that end I will compare unrest in Russia with subsistence riots elsewhere, both in earlier times and in other combatant nations, Germany in particular. I will also attend, more closely than Kir'ianov, to the gendered nature of popular actions.
Wartime subsistence riots in Russia bear more than a passing resemblance to the bread riots that were common in Western Europe in the era preceeding and immediately following the French Revolution. In England and France of that time, scarcity and inflation prompted popular action against those middlemen, merchants, and shopkeepers who raised prices beyond what the people considered "just' or who failed to supply the goods that the people required 10 Iurii Kir'ianov, "Massovye vystupleniia na pochve dorogovizny v Rossii (1914-fevral' 1917 g.)," Otechestvennaia istoriia, no. 3 (May-June 1993), pp. 3-18.
11 Although Russia's social structure had become highly complex by the early twentieth century, in the internal passports that Russians carried they continued to be identified by an increasingly anachronistic system of estates (sosloviia). In this system, there was no classification for worker. Workers were most likely to be ascribed either to the peasantry or to the meshchanstvo, which can roughly be defined as urban lower class. Such anachronistic terms were often used by officials to identify the individuals involved in subsistence riots, but officials might identify people by their work roles, too. In the documents that treat the riot with which I begin, e.g., some participants are identified as factory workers (such as the thirty factory women who initiated events), some as peasants, and some as both factory workers and peasants. Although not identified as such, some of the women were undoubtedly soldiers' wives as well. On the problem of social identities, see Gregory L. for survival. In prompting people to take action, scarcity itself was usually less important than the meanings people attached to it. According to E. P. Thompson, to whose study of the moral economy of the English crowd my own analysis is indebted, rioters drew on long-standing notions of justice that included the right to subsistence and the affordability of essential goods even in times of scarcity. These notions, which gave meaning to the experience of scarcity, were upheld by the informal community politics that they also served to constitute. Thus, to the bread rioter, defense of the community and its values, of "traditional rights or customs ... supported by the wider consensus of the community," was as important, or more important, than need or hunger itself. So when women and men took direct action, they were prompted by "an outrage to these moral assumptions, quite as much as actual deprivation." '12 Rooted in a face-to-face community whose members were accustomed to exerting leverage on purveyors of essential goods, the traditional food riot heralded the intrusion of more anonymous market forces. The frame of mind of the food rioter, which gave priority to "the use needs of an interdependent community" instead of the individual's right to profit from, exchange, or enjoy abstract property rights, was profoundly at odds with the mechanisms of this market economy."3 Such community-based food riots most commonly occuffed in pre-or protoindustrial settings before industrialization and urbanization fully eroded the household and subsistence economy and before a wagebased industrial order drew men into more formal modes of social protest such as the strike.
What moral assumptions shaped the lower-class response to scarcity in early twentieth-century Russia? Many rioters brought to the experience of scarcity and deprivation the values of the peasantry from which they derived. The vast majority of Russia's population were ascribed to the peasantry, and most members of the urban lower classes had been born and raised in peasant villages. Historians of the Russian peasantry usually emphasize the strength of collective ties and the peasants' concern with meeting the subsistence needs of members of their communities (mir or obshchina). By custom, the community held land collectively and allocated it to peasant households according to the number of male workers (in some areas, according to the number of consumers or "eaters"), periodically reapportioning the land to reflect changes in household composition and need. Similarly, tax burdens were allocated by ability to pay.
The system operated to ensure the survival of the community as a whole rather than the material interests of its individual constituents.14 Peasants were prepared to defend their communities against tsarist officials, rural police, and other outsiders who threatened to undermine community ties or to upset the peasants' precarious subsistence economy by depriving them of the little they had. Peasants generally fought back when they were pushed too hard or thought they could get away with resistance. How to account for the difference? In part, it appears related to the Russian peasant tradition of bunt-that is, the uncoordinated act of mass violence.24 But much more significantly, the difference is due to the massive inroads that the market economy and industrial development had made on rural ways of life by the early twentieth century. By 1914, Russia had ceased to be a preindustrial society, even if people continued to adopt preindustrial forms of collective action in response to particular situations. Thus, for example, industrial workers were often an important factor in bread riots, their more "modern" forms of struggle on the factory floor coexisting with the struggle in the market over the price of food, rather than displacing it.25
Sometimes, as in the account that introduces this article, factory workers remain in the background of the bread riot, as potential or actual allies of bread rioters, their strike-readiness threatening to expand and deepen the significance of actions that commence at the marketplace. The threat was particularly great in rural areas. When factories were situated in or near peasant villages, as were the majority of textile mills, industrial wage-labor and the traditional peasant subsistence economy existed in a kind of symbiosis. Some members of the household continued to work the land; others earned wages in an industrial setting but remained members of a family economy. These "peasant workers," to employ the term adopted by historians Douglas Holmes and Jean Quataert, contributed a substantial portion of their earnings to the family and returned home after work or on weekends.26 The ties between factory and village meant tions between purveyor and consumer; on the other hand, violence also erupted in permanent market settings.
24 I use this term with some caution. The term buntarstvo often has derogatory overtones. It is usually employed by contemporaries or historians for the purpose of condemning particular actions as "elemental," lacking in coordination and rooted in an essentially backward peasant consciousness. Much of recent scholarship on the Russian peasantry has challenged this interpretation either implicitly or explicitly (see n. 14 above). Nevertheless, because the term was and is employed so widely to describe common peasant patterns of action, I employ it in this context. The links between the factory floor and the larger community unnerved the authorities. When unrest broke out in the marketplace of the industrial town of Kineshma in Kostroma province in late June and early July 1916, the governor immediately alerted his superiors. The incident began when a pregnant woman went to the marketplace to buy a spool of thread and discovered that the price was eighteen kopeks, two kopeks higher than it had been just the day before. The shopper attempted to pay at the previous price of sixteen kopeks, and when the tradeswoman insisted that she pay the higher amount, violence broke out. Exactly what happened next is unclear. According to one account, the tradeswoman beat the pregnant woman, having caught her in the act of stealing the spool. According to another account, the shopper spit on the money and the tradeswoman responded by slapping her. Whatever the truth, the eruption of violence between the two women suggests the degree to which the most ordinary acts of buying and selling had become infused with a potential for conflict. The resulting fracas drew a crowd of about four thousand women who circulated through the marketplace and forced proprietors to sell their goods at a lower price. Fearing that unrest would spread to the surrounding factory regions, the governor of the province informed the Ministry of Internal Affairs that he was keeping troops in readiness for action.28
In some cases, the industrial worker and the bread rioter were one and the polite treatment from supervisory personnel, evidence of their growing resistance to pervasive humiliation and insults. Although the outbreak of World War I briefly put an end to strikes, they resumed in the second half of 1915, and by 1916 women's participation had attained prewar levels.53 As the events in Bogorodsk demonstrate vividly, connection to a peasant household or residency in a peasant village was no bar to working women's activism. Whether she was a newcomer to the labor force or a well-established woman worker who had lost her husband to war, the soldatka who worked in a factory was part of a female workforce increasingly disposed to fight for its rights. The soldatka's sense of entitlement is likely to have exacerbated the woman worker's grievances and deepened the social antagonisms that already divided urban society as a whole, setting "us" (the lower class and the working class) against "them" (the privileged orders).54 From the first, the question of supply had a social dimension in Russia. Lars Lih has noted that "speculation" soon became an important rhetorical device that permitted the authorities to explain shortages and rising prices and to rationalize requisitioning of products.55 However, among the lower classes, the rhetoric concerning speculation had a life of its own, reflecting lower-class hostility to market forces that placed profit above the popular right to subsistence. Lower-class people attacked shops because they suspected that merchants or tradespeople had raised prices or held back goods in order to increase their profits. In October 1915, such suspicions led women workers in Bogorodsk to attack the local shopkeepers. Likewise, during a food riot in Kineshma, another industrial town, people in the crowd shouted, "The traders themselves rob the buyers," and "Give us sugar, the traders steal, there's nothing to eat!" as they stole sugar from one of the stalls. In his report, the governor of Kostroma observed that the population was very hostile to the tradespeople and added that, in his opinion, there was good reason for their hostility.56
The government's failure to establish an effective rationing system that provided equal access to desirable goods meant that wartime suffering was far 53 Glickman (n. 7 above), chap. 6; Smith, "Class and Gender" (n. 7 above), pp. 144-45. 54 59 Quoted in ibid., p. 158. 60 Unable to believe that the crowd had arrived at such a radical viewpoint by itself, the police investigated to see whether some political propagandist or agitator (a certain Pletnev, a member of the local supply committee) had put them up to it, but were forced to conclude that the cause of unrest was simply anger at the rising price of essential items and the fact that refined sugar was no longer being sold in the shops; even lump sugar was increasingly difficult to find and, in any case, was rarely used when people drank their tea. See GARF, DP, D-vo 4, 1916, delo 73, chap. 3, 11. 1-10. of rumors that certain ranks of the district police were helping speculators to conceal food in order to maintain high prices and that the police were "rewarded for this by the speculators." He also reported widespread allegations that the police demanded bribes from individuals who wanted to transport food into the city.61 According to a Petrograd police report of September 1915, the lower classes explained high prices and lack of supplies as the "inability or unwillingness of the central government to regulate these issues." As a result, "in the vast majority of cases they have adopted a very negative attitude. They also distrust local officials and they openly blame the police for blatantly taking bribes and assisting the speculators ... instead of helping ordinary people in their struggle with the pillagers."62 In addition to well-to-do buyers, policemen also became the targets of popular rage in Petrograd in December 1915 because the poor believed that the police "permitted some people to enter the shops but not others, and thus acted as a kind of 'ruler of the subsistence question"' in the capital.63 If Robert Thurston is correct to call the ordinary policeman at his post "the lowest and most visible tsarist official, the one who most often enforced the authority of the state" and who was most likely to suffer when that authority declined, then criticisms of the integrity of the police acquire a political dimension in themselves.M4 So do physical attacks against the police, which occurred in many of the instances described in this article, including the incident with which it began, when the crowd threw stones and shouted, "Down with the police!" Rioters often responded to police efforts to protect shopkeepers or quell popular discontent by stoning the police, or by attacking them with rakes, fists, sticks, stones, or whatever else came to hand.65 By the second half of 1916, the political dimension of some food riots had become overt. In July, the wives of soldiers in the Don region tore down a portrait of the tsar while pillaging the shop of a local merchant. In a reversal of the elite discourse that blamed the "German" empress Alexandra for Russia's military failures, the women placed responsibility squarely on the tsar. Having smashed the frame and thrown the tsar's portrait on the floor, they stomped on it and shouted, "Trample him; he's taken our husbands off to war." One of the women jumped up on the counter and, breaking the glass of a portrait of the empress that hung on the wall, cried out, "The empress is innocent, but the tsar 61 has taken our husbands. Trample him."66 In early November, as the bread crisis became desperate, the governor of Moscow wrote that for three days there had been insufficient bread to feed the population in the village of Ozerakh and, as a result, everyone, including the workers at the local factory, had turned against the war. Although the governor's account says nothing about the gender of the discontented villagers and workers, their complaints are in the female voice and, in particular, that of the soldatka: everywhere you can hear people saying that "they are slaughtering our husbands and sons at the front, while at home they want to do us in with hunger [na voiny kolotiat muzhei i detei, a doma khotiat golodom umorit']," he reported.67 Thus, subsistence crises contributed to and deepened the polarization of Russian society in the war years by making the conflict between "us" (the lower class and the working class) and "them" (not only privileged society but also, and at last, the tsarist state) a matter of life and death.
CONCLUSION
The unprecedented success of the subsistence riot that brought down the tsar is partly the result of an unusual historical conjuncture. Historians usually portray community-based subsistence riots as occurring in pre-or protoindustrial settings where informal community politics prevail, upholding a moral economy that places human survival above market values. By ushering in more formal modes of protest, industrialization supposedly renders the food riot obsolete or at least ineffective, because in the large towns and cities of the emergent industrial order rioters no longer have a supportive social milieu to enforce demands for a "just price" on shopkeepers and tradespeople. Under these circumstances, Bohstedt tells us, although women might continue to lead bread riots, "they were left marooned in a traditional form of protest, while their brothers and fathers formed more modern political and labor associations to take up their cudgels on the front of the capitalist labor market.?68 Developments were not always so straightforward, however. By providing women with new social roles, modern warfare gave new meanings to the subsistence riot. In Germany, for example, wartime propaganda conferred social power on women in their capacity as consumers. Because the urban public had come to perceive consumer sacrifices as emblematic of the civilian contribution to the war effort, the public actively sympathized with female bread rioters, making their actions singularly effective. Widespread public sympathy forced the German government to take control of the market in order to ensure the women's equal access to scarce goods. Belinda Davis suggests that it was the authorities' continued, if inadequate, attentiveness to consumer needs that helped stave off revolution in Germany.69
In Russia, the war also transformed women's social roles. Hundreds of thousands of women became industrial workers, and millions became soldatki. Between 1914 and 1917, hundreds of thousands of newcomers took the places of workers sent off to the front. The majority of these new workers were female, and an unknown number of them were also soldiers' wives. Those who came from the village brought traditional expectations concerning the right to subsistence and the affordability of essential goods, as well as a more modern sense of entitlement derived from their connection to men at the front. They joined a female workforce whose capacity for militancy and self-assertion had become manifest by the eve of the war. The combination was a particularly volatile one. The participation of female and male workers added a new dimension to the subsistence riot, which acquired the potential to spill over into and combine with more "modern" forms of protest, as occurred in Bogorodsk in 1915 and again in February 1917 with such dramatic consequences.
Yet even as subsistence riots provide evidence of resistance to market forces on the part of Russia's lower classes and at least a sector of its industrial workforce, riots also demonstrate the degree to which these very rioters had learned to take market products for granted. In the Europe of earlier times, subsistence riots had occurred in response to the scarcity or high prices of bread and grains-the very staff of life. During World War I, the goods Russians sought at just prices were often the very goods that the market had made available to them in the first place. In the majority of the incidents discussed in this essay, sugar or other products were far more likely than bread or flour to be the bone of contention.70 Although the massive protests that emerged everywhere in the empire in the spring of 1916 were usually termed "hunger riots," in fact the , 1996) , p. 326. 70 In his article on food riots, Kir'ianov included a table in which he has classified riots in 1916 according to their date, place, region, and the goods whose scarcity or high price precipitated the unrest. He was unable to identify the goods in seven of fortyfour incidents he includes; sugar played a role in nineteen of the remaining thirty-seven, either alone or in combination with other items, whereas such staples as bread, flour, or potatoes were a factor in only ten. Anger over the price or availability of dry goods contributed to the unrest in nine of the incidents enumerated in the table, including the population was reacting "not only to the high price of such grocery items as sugar, flour, etc., but also to the growing expense of items necessary for daily life, such as shoes, manufactured goods and soap," reads a report to the Ministry of Internal Affairs. 71 The fact that the scarcity or high price of items such as meat, soap, calico, and leather, or even sugar, prompted the lower classes to rebel suggests the extent to which popular expectations had risen by the outbreak of the war. Sugar was a relative latecomer to the diet of the peasantry, but by the early twentieth century many peasants had adopted the practice of consuming it regularly with tea. The diet of the factory worker was more varied than that of the peasant. Although bread and grains continued to dominate workers' diets, most consumed tea with sugar daily and ate meat much more regularly than villagers, who consumed it primarily on feast days.72 Workers also preferred leather boots or shoes to the felt boots or woven bark shoes worn by peasants, mass-produced fabrics to homespun, and soap to the lye and ashes that peasants used for cleaning. It may well have been the case that lower-class people in large cities such as Moscow and Saint Petersburg had little choice, having become entirely dependent on what they could buy in the marketplace, by contrast with the peasants, who in a pinch could subsist on what they produced at home. Thus, for example, in March 1916 we find twenty-five women workers "rioting" over the price of calico in the Moscow suburb of Podol'sk. Having just been paid, they were walking home from work past the trading rows when one of the workers went into a shop to inquire about the cost of a length of calico. When she heard the price (thirty kopeks), she seized the goods from the counter and tossed them outside to the other women; a few of them entered the shop to assist her. The incident lasted less than five minutes and was limited to the theft of these goods.73 It may also be the case that anger over the difficulty of obtaining sugar reflected the extent to which workers were substituting tea with sugar for more substantial fare in their diet, thus providing indirect evidence of a real decline in their standard of living. 74 But, in fact, rioters over goods such as boots, fabric, and soap included people who continued to have access to homemade products, people who lived in or near their native villages. Residents of industrial towns such as Kineshma and Podol'sk or of market villages such as Bol'shoi Maresev, Nizhnii Novgorod province, had grown accustomed to consuming manufactured goods and goods of urban provenance, and in these and similar places the growing cost of such items contributed to popular outrage over the declining standard of living. Or, to put it a little differently, the popular definition of "justice" had come to include access to goods that still remained luxuries for much of the peasant population. This was true even of workers and their families who were newly arrived from-or, in the case of rural factories, still resident in-the peasant village. Riots thus suggest the degree to which, not only in cities but also in small towns and industrial villages, the tastes of lower-class Russians had become more demanding and more dependent on a market economy. They also confirm the observation of Thierry Bonzon and Belinda Davis that in the case of subsistence riots there is no simple and unequivocal relation between the material difficulties encountered by the population and the level of discontent aroused.75 At least until the bread crisis became real and pressing, loss of a respectable standard of living-that is, loss of newly acquired status-seems to have motivated popular resistance as much as deprivation itself.
So did the unequal character of that deprivation in Russia. One of the salient features of wartime Germany is the extent to which social differences became muted. All urban residents came to identify themselves as consumers, this new image superseding "the fractionated and weak pre-war class-based image."76 Precisely the opposite took place in Russia. There, the privileged access of consumers with money to goods unavailable to those without it exacerbated the already substantial antagonisms between the privileged and unprivileged sectors of Russian society, and the government's manifest failure to deal effectively with the situation or to mediate fairly between social groups contributed greatly to its downfall.
In terms of the number of people involved, subsistence rioting pales in significance before the strike movement that gained momentum as the war contin- revolution and about the social bases of discontent. The riots indicate that, in many cases, people in the marketplace and on the factory floor belonged to the same informal community, with a shared notion of justice that included the right to consume market products. The riots also reveal a shared hostility toward people whose money gave them privileged access to scarce goods and toward the policemen, officials, and, eventually, the ruler who failed to ensure equality in deprivation. In addition, the riots demonstrate that the war increased the sense of entitlement of the many lower-class women who were soldiers' wives, and that other people recognized this change in the women's status and acknowledged their claims. Indeed, it is worth revisiting the case of the Don Cossacks who in August 1916 restrained their ataman, insisting that he had no right to raise his sword against women whose husbands were fighting in the army. Could it be that Cossack restraint in February 1917 was also due, at least in part, to their awareness that the women massed on the streets of Petrograd were the wives and mothers of men at the front? Finally, examining the motivations of the food rioters to whom historians so often refer in passing suggests that popular desires and expectations were more complex than they usually acknowledge. After February 1917, the material needs of Russia's lower classes were summed up in the word "bread," as in the Bolshevik slogan "Peace, Land, and Bread," and in fact, by 1917 the bread crisis had become truly desperate. However, at least until the end of 1916, many members of the urban lower classes expected to live by more than bread alone-they wanted sugar with their tea, meat on their table, boots on their feet, and a length of Chinese calico for a skirt or dress. These aspirations for a better or more comfortable material life have left little trace in histories of the Russian working class around the time of the revolution. Nevertheless, along with hostility toward tradespeople, toward the "bourgeoisie" as a group, and toward the autocracy, such aspirations remain part of the story of the revolution.
